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This is a very late response Indeed to ● letter that you
z wrote on Sept-ber 9, 1955,ankirg for commentson the points you

.~..-. discussed re~tive to my letter of A-t 23Id in oonne~ion with
e beta-gamu@ probl=. On the assumption that a response may still

$:%$:: of some historical interest, I should like to mexxtion the followi~:

Zi71 a. It was not our inteat to criticize the actualvalue -f

b$1 100 to 1 b&ta-gamma ratio which appeared in your paper. We were merely
iF% , attempt ing to gmlnt out that there might be some ramifi-t ions which

needed explsnM ion or discussion, ●ni for this we suggested ref erenoe
:di % mterial suchas USNRDLTechnical Mmorazda 218 ad 24.

T

?tiz
g= g J ~1uL .-<

b. Aa far as the variat~on of the beta-gamma ratio with t ims

?T z %~ Is concerned, I would suggest that you refer to a pa er by Mr. C.
— T“ = “ SOmihaus of this Laboratory, namely, USNRDb394(1952. Thispfwr

I&smts (for fission pr~u~a) a plot of a ~l~t~ beta-g-
ratio wersus the axxi also on the same graph shows effecti~egamM
●zd beta energy curve as ● function of time.

c. The deviations from the t ‘1”2 decay law have been obtaiti
in fieldoperations - See, for example, Project 2.6a; operation CASTLE
?irnl Report, ~- 917.

d. We have not seen any definitive results on the amount of
non-flasion product activities for the CASTL??Brsvotype contsJuinsti.

The expertiental work on the penetrat Ion of radioactive
particlese&to clothing has not been done at this Laboratory. We would
appreciate any reference you might give us on this subjeot.

2. As was also in my letter of August
marily f ormuJated by- Drs.
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23rd, the above &xsments were pri-
axxi A. Broido.

Sincerely yours,

.G2LYH ~
AssociateScientificDirector “
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